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Please consider Appellants' Reply brief as follows: 
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The Examiner erroneously continues to reject these claims over the Lemieux ref- 
erence, despite the clear failure of Lemieux to disclose, teach or suggest use of a "public 
telephone" as claimed in each of claims 1, 10, and 16. Specifically, the Examiner mista- 
kenly contends that the devices D1-D3 of Lemieux '942 are public telephones, but each 
of devices D1-D3 are at a user's or subscriber's home office, business, or other facility, 
as disclosed and taught by Lemieux. In particular, Lemieux discloses that: 

Each of the distribution channels is terminated with a network termination 
(NT) node or module that is provided at a user's (or subscriber's) home, of- 
fice, business, or any other facility. For example, three NT modules 
226A-226C are shown in this FIG. Also, for purposes of illustration, the 
NT module 226A is provided at a subscriber's facility 228 which includes 
three devices, Dl (reference numeral 230A), D2 (reference numeral 
230B), and D3 (reference numeral 230C), each requiring a portion of the 
bandwidth provided by the distribution channel 224A. 

Lemieux '942 at column 4, lines 23-3 1. 




Clearly, the devices D1-D3 are not public telephones. The Examiner's attempted 
clarification - namely that "for visitors there are facilities deemed for public use as well" 
completely eviscerates the Examiner's own arguments. The very limitation that the us- 
ers are called "visitors" by definition means that the facilities are not public, and there- 
fore devices D1-D3 cannot possibly be public telephones. Indeed, the Examiner's own 
allegation that "depending on the said facility the said devices maybe [sic] public or pri- 
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vate devices" (p. 17 of the Examiner's Answer) illustrates that the Examiner has not 
proven a case of anticipation. Since these independent claims were rejected as antic- 
ipated , the reference must disclose a "public telephone" in as great detail as claimed - 
which Lemieux clearly does not, as substantially acknowledged by the Examiner. 

Claims 6-8, 10-11, 13-14, 16, and 18-19 were rejected as unpatentable over 
Lemieux in view of Soussi, United States Patent Publication 2002/0142721A1 

The remaining claims depend directly or indirectly from one of independent 
claims 1, 10, or 16. All of the claims are therefore patentable. 
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SUMMARY 



The Appellants respectfully submit that the Examiner's final rejection of claims 
1-20 should be reversed and this case should pass to prompt allowance. 



Dated: March 30, 2007 Respectfully submitted, 

WELTING CHEN, etal. 
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